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Before:    ALARCÓN, HAWKINS, and THOMAS, Circuit Judges. 

            Palwinder Kaur, a native and citizen of India, petitions for review of the

Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) summary affirmance of an Immigration

Judge’s (“IJ”) denial of her application for asylum and withholding of removal.  
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We review petitioner’s claims for substantial evidence.  Chebchoub v. INS, 257

F.3d 1038, 1042 (9th Cir. 2001).  We deny in part, and grant in part and remand

the petition for review.

Substantial evidence supports the IJ’s adverse credibility finding based on

inconsistencies between petitioner’s testimony, applications, and statements to an

asylum officer, and questions regarding her entry into the United States and her

identity.  See id. at 1043-45; see also Farah v. Ashcroft, 348 F.3d 1153, 1156 (9th

Cir. 2003) .  

Because petitioner failed to demonstrate that she is eligible for asylum, it

follows that she did not satisfy the more stringent standard for withholding of

removal.  See Farah, 348 F.3d at 1156.

Because petitioner raised a Convention Against Torture (“CAT”) claim to

the BIA in her opening brief, and the BIA failed to address petitioner’s CAT

claim, we grant the petition and remand to the BIA to consider this claim.  See

Mihalev v. Ashcroft, 388 F.3d 722, 731 (9th Cir. 2004);  see also INS v. Ventura,

537 U.S. 12, 16 (2002) (per curiam).   

              PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED in part; GRANTED in part; 

and REMANDED.
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